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INTRODUCTION
The United States Constitution records the need for
the citizens of the United States to be informed of its
leaders' actions. Speaking at the Constitutional
Convention, Patrick Henry of Virginia said, "The
liberties of a people never were, nor ever will be,
secure when the transactions of their rulers may be
concealed from them" (U.S. GPO, 2011, p.4). The
United States created The Government Publishing
Office (GPO) with the mission of "Keeping America
Informed" (FDLP, 2019b). Since 1860, the GPO has
overseen the printing and publishing of all materials
produced by the three branches of the U.S.
Government and has been a part of the GPO since
1895 (U.S.GPO, 2011). The FDLP disseminates
government information published through the GPO
to 1,117 depository libraries throughout the United
States to provide free access to the materials to the
American public (FDLP, 2021). The GPO and the
FDLP work together to provide access to the
American people to the information their rulers
create. Governance of The Federal Depository
Library Program is under Chapter 19 of Title 44 of
the U.S. Code (FDLP, 2018).
The depository libraries consist of many types, but
the general academic library was the majority library
type in 2019 (FDLP, 2021). Depositories can be
regional or selective, and each type follows specific
guidelines. A regional depository must collect all
information published by the GPO compared to a
selective depository that chooses items to collect
based on the community's needs. In 2019, 1,064
depository libraries were selective. All FDLP
libraries must follow the legal mandate stated in The
Legal Requirements and Program Regulations of the
Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP, 2018).
Depository libraries have served the mission to keep
America informed by providing access to print
Government Documents since 1895. However, the
increasing shift to electronic documents indicates the
need for FDLP libraries to provide access to
electronic government information through their

websites. This shift to electronic format increased
after 1993 when the GPO Electronic Information
Access Enhancement Act was passed (Sare, 2011). In
2005, the GPO created ninety percent of its resources
in a digital format (Jaeger et al., 2010). Libraries
make that information accessible through the library
catalog (OPAC) and Libguides, also called research
guides or subject guides, on their websites.
Therefore, it is a logical inquiry to evaluate FDLP
libraries for legal requirements and the success of its
delivery system of the digital government
information to continue to keep America informed in
the digital age. Libraries' websites are the medium
through which electronic government information is
delivered to patrons, and academic libraries are the
largest type of library participating in the FDLP
(Jaeger et al., 2010).
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the website
content of academic libraries participating as
selective depositories in the FDLP to examine legal
compliance and accessibility to electronic
government information.
Research Questions
R1: How are FDLP academic library websites in the
research sample identified as a participant in FDLP?
R2: How many FDLP academic library websites
provide access to the OPAC on the library’s
homepage?
R3: How many FDLP academic library websites
have specific Government Document Libguides,
research, or subject guides? Which websites provide
access to the Basic Collection through the guide?
R4: What does the access to the FDLP Basic
Collection look like on the FDLP academic library
website?
Definitions:
Cybermetrics: “Description and evaluation of the
impact of the internet as a scholarly communication
tool, primarily using quantitative analysis of Web-

based scholarly and scientific communications.
Sometimes used synonymously with webometrics.”
(Reitz, 2020).
GPO (Government Publishing Office) is “The
U.S. Government Printing Office, the government
agency responsible for collecting, publishing, and
distributing federal government information. The
GPO publishes a printed index to government
documents under the title Monthly Catalog of U.S.
Government Publications.” (Reitz, 2020).
Federal Depository Library Directory: “Lists all
FDLP libraries and their library type, size,
designation status, contact information, and more. All
Federal depository libraries must have current
information in the Directory to facilitate contact by
the U.S. Government Publishing Office (GPO), other
libraries, and the public. Depository staff are
responsible for keeping Directory information up to
date.” (GPO, 2021).
FDLP Basic Collection: “Every depository library is
required to have the titles in the FDLP Basic
Collection accessible for immediate use because
these titles are vital sources of information that
support the public’s right to know about the workings
and essential activities of their Federal Government.”
The list of items in the Basic Collection is subject to
change, but as of 2019, it contains twenty-three
items.” (FDLP.gov, 2019).
Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP):
“Established by Congress as part of the Printing Act
of 1895 to assure access for the American public to
government information, the FDLP authorizes the
U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO) and
contractors to distribute without charge copies of
federal government documents to
designated depository libraries in the United States
(and its territories) that agree to provide unrestricted
access and professional assistance at no charge to the
user. The legal requirements of the FDLP are found
in Chapter 19 of Title 44, U.S. Code. The Public
Printer and Superintendent of Documents are advised
on policy matters concerning the FDLP by
the Depository Library Council (DLC) established in
1972” (Reitz, 2020).

OPAC: An acronym for online public access catalog,
a database composed of bibliographic records
describing the books and other materials owned by a
library or library system, accessible via public
terminals or workstations usually concentrated near
the reference desk to make it easy for users to request
the assistance of a trained reference librarian. Most
online catalogs are searchable by author, title,
subject, and keywords and allow users to print,
download, or export records to an email account.
Compare with WebPac.” (Reitz, 2020).
Research guide: “A printed or online resource that
provides detailed information, instructions, and
advice concerning the best strategies, techniques, and
resources for research in a subject or field of study.”
(Reitz, 2014).
Delimitations
This study is limited to academic libraries' websites
participating in the FDLP as selective depositories.
Due to time constraints on research, this study will
use a sample of 140 out of the 581 selective FDLP
academic libraries in the United States and territories.
This study will not measure the statistical usage of
government documents. It will be limited to an
evaluation of legal compliance as published in The
Legal Requirements and Program Regulations of the
Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP, 2018).
This study will not measure website usage but will
evaluate the accessibility of the electronic
government information provided on the libraries’
websites.
Assumptions
It is assumed that the FDLP academic libraries and
their websites listed on the FDLD are correct and
current. It is also assumed that the websites examined
are created to provide accurate and truthful
information and that the websites are functional.
Finally, it is assumed that the libraries have not
removed themselves from the FDLP at the time of the
study.
Importance of Study
This study will add to the body of scholarly literature
about the Federal Depository Library Program and
electronic government information accessibility.
Faculty and students at the participant libraries may
find this study beneficial by becoming aware of their

institution's access to government information
through the OPAC and the Libguides, research, or
study guides and using the resources for research. It
may be advantageous to libraries participating in the
FDLP by informing them of their level of compliance
with the guidelines of FDLPs. It may be useful in
measuring the accessibility to electronic government
documents through library websites. Lastly,
university professors may find this study of use in
becoming more aware of government information
and implementing it into their curriculum.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Literature was reviewed to provide information on
the content and to determine prior research conducted
on the topics of the current study. The subjects of the
Federal Depository Library Program, methods to
access electronic resources, and webometric studies
have had an adequate amount of coverage in
scholarly literature. Common topics reviewed within
the topic of the Federal Depository Library program
include a change to the program due to the shift of
government documents from print to electronic
resources, the need for cataloging government
information, and how government information has
been used in research. The literature reviewed on
accessing electronic resources includes cataloging
and research guides. Literature on webometric studies
reviewed included website evaluation of academic
library websites and FDLP library websites.
Change in FDLP libraries due to increase in
electronic documents
Salem (2006), Dwyer (2010), and Sare (2018)
describe how the shift from print to electronic
documents within the FDLP has caused changes with
positive and negative effects within the program. A
2006 survey conducted by Salem notes that the
transition to digital resources caused fifty percent of
respondents to reorganize the library's government
document services by combining them with reference
services. The positive effects of the reorganization
were more attention given to government
publications, extended availability of staff to help
patrons, and increased awareness and education of
staff about government information. The negative
effects were listed as a few members of the staff did
not want to work with government information, lack
of knowledge about government documents by staff
to answer questions, less time for the Government

Document Librarian to spend on Government
Information, and the added stress on the librarian to
train co-workers. Dwyer (2010) surveyed Federal
Depository Libraries in New York State and reported
that 73.7 percent of respondents had replaced
tangible material with online alternatives. The
positive effects reported by Dwyer were that library
users had easier and more prompt access to materials
from multiple locations. The negative effect was the
reduction in staffing by 42.9 percent of responding
libraries, and that 10 percent had left the FDLP
program entirely. Sare's (2018) survey reported the
negative effect on collection development issues that
the libraries were experiencing due to the shift to
digital resources. The survey revealed the
respondents' concerns that digital government
document material would be challenging to preserve,
especially those born digital, and they also had
concerns with accessibility, cataloging, and
promotion (Sare,2018).
Cataloging FDLP material
Davis and Edmunds (2018), Robson et al. (2019), and
Dobreski (2021) studies describe the increase in
access to library resources when items are cataloged.
Some of the literature reviewed revealed the need for
cataloging government documents published before
1976 to provide access to library users to the material
through the online public access catalog (OPAC). In
June 1976, the GPO began using MARC records for
items cataloged in the Monthly Catalog of U.S.
Government Publications, which could then be
copied into FDLP participating libraries' OPAC
(Sare, 2011). Library websites with OPACs seen and
functional on the homepage increase accessibility to
the items that have been cataloged, as noted by
Wilson in a webometric study (2015). Before 1976,
depository libraries would catalog items using a shelf
list for inventory, or the items were not cataloged
(Seikel and Reinman, 2018). Items not cataloged
cannot be accessed through the library's OPAC on
their website, which reduces accessibility to library
users.
Sare (2011) searched for pre-1976 government
documents freely available online. Seikel and
Reinman (2018) surveyed regional depositories to
determine if item records created before 1979 in the
survey region were cataloged and the procedure used.
Sare (2011) developed a sample of documents

published between 1943 and 1976 using ProQuest's
Chadwick Healey database of the Monthly Catalog of
U.S. Government Publications. The 385 documents
selected for the sample were searched in Hathi Trust,
WorldCat, and Google for availability. The results
found that between 21 and 26 percent of the sample
documents were freely available online, were
cataloged in WorldCat, and held in Hathi Trust. The
results indicate that 74 percent of the sample would
not be available to the public through the Internet
unless they were cataloged through individual
libraries.
Seikel and Reinman (2018) surveyed regional
depositories to discover how the library cataloged
pre-1976 titles and whether the cataloger accessed the
Hathi Trust database to help in cataloging. Forty-six
regional depositories were asked to respond to the
survey, and sixteen replied. The survey results
revealed that thirteen out of the sixteen were making
efforts to catalog pre-1976 titles. The libraries used
various methods, such as cataloging materials as they
were requested by patrons, cataloging materials
significant to the library coverage area, and
coordinating with other libraries in the state to create
coverage of pre-1976 materials in a collaborative
effort. The catalogers used both shelf lists and
HathiTrust in the cataloging process.
Government Documents used in research
The importance of access to government documents
through websites is seen in its use in research.
Studies were found in the literature on how
government documents are used in research using
collection assessment and citation analysis. A
collection assessment of Government Documents was
conducted by Skaggs (2006) at Jacksonville State
University Houston Cole Library. Skaggs (2006)
used the Western Library Network Collection
Assessment Service method to process quantitative
and qualitative data to evaluate how assessments are
done, determine where government documents are
different from regular collections, and how
assessments can be adapted to fit government
document collections. The collection lacked
historical research resources, and Skaggs intended to
fill the gaps with the Needs and Offers list offered
through the FDLP. In concurrence with the other
authors listed in this literature review, Skaggs noted
that the increased use of electronic documents and

the links to the documents in cataloging records
provided improved access to the material.
Another study used citation analysis to evaluate the
use of government information by undergraduate
students in research. Brunvand and PashkovaBalkenhol (2008) evaluated 194 annotated
bibliographies of undergraduates enrolled in an
instructional literacy class. The review investigated
the students' use of government information in their
bibliographies. They found that 42 percent of the
students selected at least one government information
resource. Brunvand and Pashkova-Balkenhol also
noted that the increase in government information
was due to access to the Internet.
Methods to access electronic resources: Cataloging
Cataloging has been discussed as valuable to resource
discovery in literature. Davis and Edmunds (2018),
Robson et al. (2019), and Dobreskig (2021) discuss
the importance of cataloging to user discoverability
of library resources. Davis and Edmunds (2018)
describe the discovery of a valuable microfiche
collection concerning Aerospace and Soviet scientists
from 1967 to 1973. The authors determined that
cataloging the collection was the most effective
method to provide library patrons access to the lost
collection. The project was completed in one year,
and soon after its completion, a user had requested an
item in the collection, proving that cataloging made
the items accessible to patrons. Robson et al. (2019)
stress the importance of cataloging three-dimensional
materials with full-level records to enhance
discoverability in the library catalog. They provide
explicit details of the bibliographic records they
created for tabletop games using subject terms, which
provided better discoverability of the items in the
library catalog. Dobreski (2021) provides a history
and the importance of cataloging in libraries. He
states that cataloging "can be seen as directly
powering the catalog's ability to support user task; it
is vital for helping users’ access, understand, and
interact with our ever-growing collection" (Dobreski,
2021, p. 235).
Libguides, research guides, or subject guides
The current study evaluated websites to determine the
number of websites that provided Libguides, subject
guides, or research guides specific to government
documents and if the guides provided access to the

items in the FDLP Basic Collection. Johnston (2011)
and Park (2019) conducted webometric studies of
FDLP libraries and included a search of research
guides, as described below in the similar
methodologies section. Staley, S. (2007), Ouellette
(2011), Ghaphery and White (2012), and Bangani
and Tshetsha (2019) also conducted research studies
about Libguides, research guides, and subject guides.
Staley (2007), Ghaphery and White (2012), and
Bangani and Tshetsha (2019) state in their studies the
importance and usefulness of Libguides, research
guides, or subject guides to academic libraries.
Ouellette (2011) was less optimistic, stating that
university students use research guides as a last
resort.
Staley, S. (2007) issued a survey to 1,031 students in
Nursing, Journalism and Mass Communication, and
Organization and Management to discover what
guides were being used and whether they perceived
them useful. All three groups of students reported
high use of subject guides with links to articles and
databases. Fifty-two-point five percent of Nursing
students found the subject guides very useful,
followed by 48.4 percent of Journalism and Mass
Communication students and 36.9 percent of
Organization and Management students. Forty-twopoint three percent of Nursing students used subject
guides about Federal Government Sources. Staley
reported that students using subject guides had
received library instruction.
Ouellette (2011) interviewed 11 university students
and reported that the students used subject guides
infrequently. The small number of times students did
use them consisted of when they could not make
progress in their research, when they needed
information on a topic that was unfamiliar to them, or
when their professor asked them to use them. The
students in Ouellette's study declared the benefits of
having links to databases within the guide, as Staley,
S. (2007) also observed. Ouellette reported that the
students felt overwhelmed by subject guides with an
extreme amount of information. The students
preferred clean and simple guides with customized
content to meet their research needs.
Ghaphery and White (2012) conducted a webometric
study of 99 academic libraries to discover how
libraries use and maintain research guides. The

authors discovered a 100 percent usage rate of usage
of research guides by the libraries in the study.
Seventy-five out of 99 libraries used course-specific
guides, and 63 libraries used the Libguide platform.
They evaluated 14,522 research guides from 2,101
authors. Each library had an average 220 guides from
32 authors. Ghaphery and White report that the
amount of time to create and maintain the guides by
librarians was significant. They also reported by the
volume of guides and full use of them by the libraries
in the sample that research guides are essential for
library web services.
Bangani and Tshetsha (2019) also conducted a
webometric study to investigate the impact of
Libguides at public universities in South Africa.
Bangani and Tshetsha focused on the importance and
relevance of Libguides and conducted a content
evaluation. The authors found that 70 percent of the
universities used Libguides, and the number of
Libguide created since 2013 had increased by 93.7
percent. Bangani and Tshetsha also reported the
presence and usage of Libguides with the subject
content of government publications, along with
Staley (2007). Bangani and Tshetisha reported that
three percent of the guides evaluated in the study
were about government documents. The authors
conclude that the data collected, and results of their
study supported the continued use of Libguides in
South African universities.
Studies with similar methodologies
Webometric research methods
Scholarly literature contains many studies using a
webometric methodology. The literature reviewed
included Ghaphery and White (2012) and Bangani
and Tshetsha (2019), as mentioned in the research
guide section, and studies by Wilson (2015),
Andrews (2020), Bianchi et al. (2020), Johnston
(2011) and Park (2019). Wilson (2015), Andrews
(2020), and Bianchi et al. (2020) report on website
evaluation of academic library websites using
quantitative content analysis methods. Johnston
(2011) and Park (2019) conducted a webometric
evaluation of FDLP library websites.
Wilson's study focuses on 24 academic libraries in
Alabama to evaluate their content, amount of library
services, and web design (2015). Wilson's study built
on a previous study and discovered that web content

had improved by providing accessibility to eBooks,
databases, and special collections in ten years.
Wilson reported that seventeen out of the 24 library
websites had the library catalog featured on the home
page. Wilson noted that student assistance through
reference chat had increased, but 40 percent of the
websites did not offer the feature. Wilson also noted
that many websites could improve design and
organization (2015). Of relevance to the current study
was Wilson's comments on the importance of
websites to provide outreach for patrons of academic
libraries by having an online catalog on the
homepage.
The importance of academic library websites due to
the increased amount of electronic government
information was also reported by Andrews (2020).
Andrews describes how websites provide access to
the library through the Internet. Andrews evaluated
Theological Academic Library websites to measure
their organization of content and investigate trends.
The findings revealed that the contents of the
websites were either customer service items or
website functions. The top three content items she
found were hours of operation, scholarly writing
help, and academic databases. Andrews' (2020) study
is helpful to the current research by informing key
content should be located on the homepage where it
would be more available and usable to patrons.
Bianchi et al. (2020) differ from Wilson's (2015) and
Andrews' (2020) studies for several reasons. Bianchi
et al. contributed to the current webometric study by
demonstrating an evaluation of websites (2020).
Bianchi's study evaluated 79 academic libraries in
Italy and used web scraping and text mining to
compile data from the websites. Bianchi et al. (2020)
used the data to create new indicators for Italian
universities based on their web activity. The authors
identified ten new indicators that were flexible,
would complement traditional indicators, and
provided new dimensions for academic library
profiling. Their findings could be used to group
universities by similar features and to measure
website effectiveness.
Studies using webometric methods to evaluate
FDLP library websites
Two pieces of literature were key to the current study
due to their webometric evaluation of FDLP library

websites. Johnson (2011) reviewed 77 academic
library websites explicitly focusing on the availability
of research guides on the topic of government
information. As other studies have noted, Johnson
mentions the importance of library websites to
provide access to government electronic documents.
Johnston used the FDLD Library directory to select
FDLP academic library website and focused on
selective depositories. Johnson chose 32 regional
depositories and 45 selective depositories for the
research sample by selecting one library from each
state using a random sampling technique. Johnson's
results revealed that all libraries had a webpage
devoted to government information. Most libraries
incorporated web-based government information into
subject guides, and those guides were available on
government information web pages. Johnston notes
the importance of having government information
subject guides. According to Johnston, libraries
without subject guides do not provide library users
with important research material and neglect to
instruct patrons on government information.
Park (2019) focused on selective FDLP library
websites and evaluated 354 libraries to determine
how government information is displayed on the
website. Four research questions were asked: "how
many libraries' government resource pages are linked
to the homepage, how many offer subject or research
guides about their government document collection,
how many have links to government websites, and
how many have online reference services devoted to
government information" (Parks, 2019, p.24). The
results found that 218 libraries did not have
government resource pages linked to the homepage.
Park provided results for questions two, three, and
four, divided among library types. Eighty-four
percent of general academic libraries had subject
guides about their collections, 97 percent of academic
libraries had links to external web pages, and 28
percent had online reference services specific to
government information.
The current study aimed to contribute to the
academic literature by deepening prior research and
adding new research. The scholarly literature
reviewed used a methodology like the current study
by using quantitative content analysis through
webometrics. Some of the subject matter was similar
as well, such as determining the presence of the

OPAC on library website homepages and research
guides. Two studies were closely aligned to the
current study with their combined topics of FDLP,
website evaluation, and Libguides, research guides,
or subject guides. The literature in the review was
different from the current study by conducting
research about reference chat, design and
organization, content, web scraping, text mining, and
library profiling. A gap in the literature was an
evaluation of FDLP libraries' adherence to the legal
requirements of FDLP libraries. The current study
uses The Legal Requirements and Program
Regulations of the Depository Library Program
(2018) as a guide to evaluating the legal compliance
of FDLP academic library websites to fill this gap.
The literature about Libguides, subject guides, and
research guides did not attempt to discover if links
were included in the FDLP Basic Collection. The
current study filled this gap.
METHODOLOGY
The study used webometrics, also called
Cybermetrics, to evaluate websites of academic
libraries participating in the Federal Depository
Library Program as selective depositories to examine
legal compliance and accessibility to electronic
government information. The study used the world
wide web to assess each website. Each library
website in the research sample was opened using the
website address provided in the Federal Depository
Library Directory. If the library website was
unreachable, a Google search was conducted to find
the correct website address and then was opened and
evaluated. A quantitative analysis research method
was used to determine numerical values and
percentages of data collected from the websites. The
data was entered into an Excel spreadsheet to
organize the data and configure totals and
percentages.
Information Sources and Procedures
The primary source of information from which this
study drew was the Federal Depository Library
Directory (FDLD), located at
https://ask.gpo.gov/s/FDLD. The directory contains
information about all libraries in the United States
and territories participating in the Federal Depository
Library Program. The directory was searched using
advanced search for general academic libraries and
by selective depository type on February 27, 2022.

The results provided 581 selective FDLP academic
libraries in the United States and territories. The 581
libraries' information was downloaded into an Excel
spreadsheet and organized by the state where the
libraries were located. A research sample for this
study was selected from the libraries by alphabetizing
the list in Excel by state and then selecting the first
library in the list from each state and territory in the
large, medium, and small library size category. The
FDLD categorized the library size as large if it held
more than one million volumes, medium if it held
between 250,000 and one million volumes, and small
if it held less than 250,000 volumes (GPO, n.d.). The
results were exported into a new tab in the Excel
spreadsheet. If the first library listed in the size range
did not have a website, it was not selected and the
next library on the list was chosen for that size. If the
state did not have a library in one of the three size
ranges, only the library sizes available were included
in the sample. Therefore, not every state had three
libraries selected for the study; however, The District
of Columbia, Guam, Pohnpei, Puerto Rico, and The
U.S. Virgin Islands were represented. The number of
FDLP selective academic libraries used in the sample
was one hundred forty and are listed in Appendix A.
The Excel document listed the name of the
university, the name of the library, the depository
website, or the catalog website address on each sheet.
More tabs were added to the Excel spreadsheet
labeled "R1," "R2," "R3," and "R4" to collect data on
each of the research questions. Each tab was given
added columns to answer the specific research
questions, and each tab was labeled. The research
question's answers were recorded in the sheet with
the matching title as the websites were searched.
The first research question was: "How are FDLP
academic library websites in the research sample
identified as a participant in FDLP?" The Excel
spreadsheet tab labeled "R1" was used to collect the
data. The columns added to the tab "R1" were the
size of the library, "Identification present,"
"Identification found on the website," "Identification
found on Libguide," Identification found on both,"
"Identification displayed as pictorial logo,"
"Identification displayed by the written statement,"
Identification displayed by both" and a column to
note if the website address provided by the FDLD
was incorrect. Each library's website was opened,
then searched for the FDLP logo and written

statement of participation in the program. If the
website address provided in the FDLD was faulty, the
correct address was found and searched. The
spreadsheet was marked with a "1" for yes or a "0"
for no to enable the use of the sum formula in Excel
to total the number of libraries in that column. After
all data were entered, the sum formula was used for
each column to calculate the number of libraries with
identification present, how Identification was
represented, and where it was found. The results for
the total sample were then sorted by library size and
then inserted into a new tab in the Excel spreadsheet
labeled by size, for example, "R1Large."
The second research question was: "How many FDLP
academic library websites provide access to the
OPAC on the library's homepage?" This research
question was answered by opening the correct web
address and searching the website's homepage for an
OPAC. The results were entered in the Excel
document tab labeled "R2". The column added to this
tab in the Excel sheet "R2" was "OPAC present." If
the library had its OPAC displayed on the library
homepage, a "1" for yes was entered in the Excel
document or "0" for no next to each library's
information, then the total was calculated using the
sum formula for each library website. The results for
the total sample were then sorted by library size and
then inserted into a new tab in the Excel spreadsheet
by size, for example, "R2Large."
The third research question asked: "How many FDLP
academic library websites have specific Government
Document Libguides, research, or subject guides?
Which websites provide access to the Basic
Collection through the guide?" This research
question was answered by searching the library's
website for Libguides, research, or subject guides
specific to government information. The Excel
spreadsheet labeled "R3" was given new columns
labeled "Libguide present?", "Name of the Libguide,"
and a note if it provided links to the FDLP Basic
Collection. If a research guide was found, "1" for yes
or "0" for no was entered in the column with the
appropriate label next to each library website. If a
Libguide was found, the name of the Libguide and
note indicating the level of access provided to the
Basic Collection (full or partial) were entered in the
appropriate column. The sum formula in Excel was
used to calculate the number of libraries' websites

with Libguides. The names of the libraries providing
access to the Basic Collection were listed in a
separate table to answer questions three, part two,
and question four. The results for the total sample
were sorted by library size and then inserted into a
new tab in the Excel spreadsheet by size, for
example, "R3Large".
Finally, question four asked, "What does the access
to the FDLP Basic Collection look like on the FDLP
academic library website? This question was
answered for each FDLP library's website in the
sample by opening each website and searching for all
23 titles in the Basic Collection using the OPAC on
the website. If the library did not have an OPAC on
the website or if it required a library-issued username
and password, it was not searched. The OPAC was
searched using the titles as written in an FDLP
Libguide provided by the FDLP (Appendix B) using
a keyword search. The search was limited to the first
two pages of results. The Excel spreadsheet tab
labeled "R4" was given added columns labeled with
the title of each item in the Basic Collection and a
column entitled "full access to Basic Collection?"
The titles in the basic collection can be viewed in
Appendix B. A "1" for yes or "0" for no was entered
under each title listed in the row with the library's
name and in the column of the corresponding title.
The total of library websites will full access to the
Basic Collection was calculated using the sum
formula. The number of libraries with partial and no
access was calculated. Then R4 was sorted by library
size, inserted into a new tab in the spreadsheet, and
labeled by size, for example, "R4Large." Next, a
comparison was conducted to answer research four
using the information from questions three and four
using the research sample base of 140 to have an
even comparison. The number of libraries providing
access to the Basic Collection through research
guides, both full and partial, was calculated. The
number of libraries providing access to the Basic
Collection through the OPAC, both full and partial,
was also calculated.
Limitations
This study is limited by the accuracy and currency of
the Federal Depository Library Directory and the
websites listed within it. It is also limited by the
removal of academic libraries participating in the
FDLP after February 27, 2022, when the research

sample was created. It is further limited by the lack of
credentials needed to access catalogs, which require
library-issued usernames and passwords.
RESULTS
R1: How are FDLP academic library websites in the
research sample identified as a participant in
FDLP?
The first research question was formulated from the
Legal Requirements & Program Regulations of the
Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP, 2018),
which states, “Depository libraries that have a library
Web page or site must identify themselves as a
Federal Depository Library on their Web page or site
by displaying the FDLP logo, provide the statutory
language found on the FDLP decal, or otherwise
identify the library as a public access point for FDLP
material.” (U.S. GPO, 2018, pp. 7). The pictorial logo
is displayed in Figure 2. The results revealed that 116
out of the 140 libraries (83 percent) in the sample
displayed the FDLP pictorial logo, a written
statement belonging to the program or displaying
both the pictorial logo and written statement
somewhere on the library website, and 24 libraries
(17 percent) did not, as illustrated in Figure 1 and
Table 1.

17%

Identification
present
No identifaction

83%

The policy allows flexibility as to where and how the
library identifies its participation with the FDLP.
Table 2 explains where the 116 libraries displayed
identification, with 82 (71 percent) displaying
identifications on one or more research guides, 46 (39
percent) displaying information on library websites,
and 12 (ten percent) displaying identification on both
the website and research guide.
Table 3 explains how the library websites in the
sample communicated their participation with the
FDLP with 94 of the 116 (81 percent) libraries
choosing to use the pictorial logo, 97 of the 116 (84
percent) libraries used a written statement, and 74 out
of the 116 (64 percent) libraries displayed both the
logo and a written statement on their website and
research guide.
Identification
present

116 (83%)

Identification
not present

24 (17%)

Table 1: Libraries with FDLP identification (n=140)

Research
Guide
Website

82 (71%)

Both

12 (10%)

46 (39%)

n=116
Figure 1: Libraries with FDLP identification

Table 2: Where displayed (n=116)
Pictorially with Logo

94 (81%)

Written statement

97(84%)

Both

74 (64%)

Table 3: How communicated (n=116)
Figure 2: Logo (retrieved from FDLP.gov)

Size
Number of libraries in sample Libraries in compliance
Large
48
43 (90%)
(More than one million
volumes in the library)
Medium
45
39 (87%)
(250,000 - 1,000,000
volumes in the library)
Small
46
34 (74%)
(Less than 250,000
volumes in the library)
Table 4: Libraries with FDLP identification displayed on the website sorted by size of library
Total libraries with
OPAC on website
homepage n=140

Large libraries with
OPAC
n=49

Medium libraries
with OPAC
n=47

115 (82%)
42 (86 %)
37 (79%)
Table 5: OPAC Displayed on Library’s Website
The sample used in this study selected a large,
medium, and small academic library participating in
the FDLP from each state and U.S. territory. The
library websites’ adherence to the legal document
(FDLP, 2018) was further evaluated by library size.
As Table 4 indicates, the larger the library, the
greater the percentage of compliance with 43 out of
48 libraries (90 percent) in the large size range
displaying the FDLP pictorial logo or written
statement of membership. The medium sized libraries
had 39 out of 45 (87 percent) displaying
identification and 34 out of 46 (74 percent) small
libraries followed the FDLP regulations. The
variance between library sizes was 16 percent.
Appendix C displays the data collected for research
question one.
R2: How many FDLP academic library websites
provide access to the OPAC on the library’s
homepage?
The results of research question two indicate most
library websites in the sample displayed the library’s
OPAC on the homepage, with 115 out of the 140 (82
percent) providing access. Once again, the larger the
library, the greater percentage of positive results from
the research question. The largest library size had 42
out of 49 libraries displaying the OPAC on the
homepage, (86 percent), the medium library size

Small libraries with
OPAC
n=47

36 (77%)
range had 37 out of 47 (79 percent), and the small
range had 36 out of 47 (77 percent). There was little
percentage variance between the library sizes in
displaying the OPAC on the library website
homepage (nine percent). The results of research
question two are displayed in Table 5.
R3: How many FDLP academic library websites
have specific Government Document Libguides,
research, or subject guides? Which websites provide
access to the Basic Collection through the guide?
Research question three evaluated how many FDLP
academic library websites used research guides with
government information and if the research guide
provided access to the Basic Collection. The original
research sample contained 140 libraries, but three of
the library websites in the sample were removed from
data collection for research question three due to lack
of access to the website (University of Maine,
Presque Isle) and two websites written in the Spanish
language (University of Puerto Rico and Pontifical
Catholic University of Puerto Rico). The remaining
sample contained 137 library websites. Figure 3and
Table 6 illustrate how the search revealed 115 out of
137 (84 percent) of library websites in the sample
used research guides to provide information about
their Government Documents Collection and 22
libraries (16 percent) did not.

16%
Present
Not Present

Research Guides
Present
Not present
n=137

84%

n=137
Figure 3: Academic library websites with research guides
Table Seven illustrates the amount of research guides
by size of library. The largest size library had the
largest percentage of use of research guides with 46
out of 49 libraries (94 percent), medium size libraries
were second with 36 out of 46 (78 percent) and small
sized libraries had 32 out of 46 (70 percent). The
percentage variance was larger for research question
three than research question one or two at 24 percent.
Research question three, part two asked which
websites provide access to the items in the Basic
Collection through the research guide. The answer to
this question varies depending on the base of the
sample. The base research sample used to answer
research question four, so using the total 140 libraries
in the base research sample, 108 libraries provided
research guides with links to all or some of the Basic
Collection, which is 77 percent. Using the 115

Total Library
Websites with
Libguides n=137

Large Libraries with
research guides
N=49

115 (84 %)
22 (16 %)

Table 6
libraries that had research guides as discovered in the
first part of research question three, 74 out of 115
library websites (64 percent) had research with links
to some of the items. Libraries websites were found
that provided a complete list of items in the FDLP
Basic Collection with links to the items in one
research guide specifically created for that purpose
and others used a content box within another guide.
Libraries that used an all-inclusive technique
numbered thirty-four out of 115 (30 percent).
Appendix D provides a list of libraries providing full
access to the Basic Collection through research
guides. This left seven guides (1 percent) containing
information about the FDLP and government
documents for general educational purposes. Figure 4
and table 8 illustrate the results of part two of
research question 3. Table 9 describes the library
websites with research guides sorted by size.

Medium Libraries
with research guides
N=46

115 (84%)
46 (94%)
36 (78%)
Table 7: Academic Library websites by size with research guides

Small Libraries
with research
guides
N=46
32 (70%)

120
110
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
Links to Links to Links to
some
all
none
research guides

Figure 4: Research guides with access to
FDLP Basic Collection (n=115)

Research guides
with links to some
of the items in the
Basic Collection
Research guides
with links to all
items in the Basic
Collection
Research guides
with no links to the
items in the Basic
Collection

34 (35%)

7 (.06%)

Table 8: Research guides with access to
FDLP Basic Collection n=115

Large
Amount
Medium
Amount
Total large
46
Total med.
36
Partial access
31 (67%)
Partial access
17 (47%)
Full access
13 (28%)
Full access
15 (42%)
No access
2 (4%)
No access
4 (11%)
Table 9: Libraries with research guides sorted by size

R4: What does the access to the FDLP Basic
Collection look like on the FDLP academic library
website?
Research question four collected data to ascertain if
the academic libraries participating in the FDLP in
the sample provided access to the FDLP Basic
Collection through the library’s website or research
guide. The FDLP Libguide available at FDLP.gov
states “every depository library is required to have
the titles in the FDLP Basic Collection accessible for
immediate use by library users” (FDLP, 2022b).
Appendix B displays the FDLP Libguide. Provision
of access may be made though one, or a combination
of, cataloging each title in the catalog with active
hyperlinks or linking the titles to the catalog through
a research guide (U.S. GPO, 2018). Each library’s
website was accessed for research question four by
searching for each of the 23 titles in the collection
using the OPAC.

74 (59%)

Small
Total small
Partial access
Full access
No access

Amount
32
20 (62%)
11 (34%)
1 (3%)

The research sample used to collect data for research
question four was reduced to 130 library websites
due to inability to access the library’s OPAC and
language differences on ten of the library websites.
The number of libraries that provided full access to
all 23 items in the FDLP Basic Collection through the
OPAC on libraries’ websites were 40 out of 130 (31
percent). Some of the libraries provided partial access
to the Basic Collection through the OPAC that
numbered 89 out of 130 (sixty-eight percent) and one
library provided zero access (one percent). Figure 6
and Table 10 illustrate the results of research
question for using 130 libraries as the research
sample. Appendix E displays a list of libraries
providing full access to the Basic Collection through
an OPAC. Table 11 displays how libraries provided
access to the Basic Collection through the OPAC
sorted by library size using the research sample of
130.

n=130
1%
68%

Full access
Partical

31%

none

Libraries providing full access
to Basic Collection through
OPAC
Libraries providing partial
access
No access

Forty out of 130
(31%)
Eighty-nine out
of 130 (68%)
One out of 130
(1%)

Figure 6
Table 10

Large
Total
Partial access

Amount
47
28 (60 %)

Medium
Amount
Small
Amount
Total
42
Total
41
Partial
25 (60 %) Partial access
36 (88 %)
access
Full access
19 (40%) Full access 16 (38 %)
Full access
5 (12%)
No access
0
No access
0
No access
1
Table 11: Libraries providing access to Basic Collection through OPAC sorted by library size
Research question four asked what does access to the
Basic collection look like in the library websites.
Questions three and four had different research
sample sizes due to removal of invalid websites,
however, to make an even comparison, the original
research sample of 140 was used as a base number of
libraries for question three, part two and four. Using
the base research sample number of 140, 34 out of
140 (24 percent) of FDLP Libraries provided full
access to the Basic Collection through research
guides. Forty out of 140 (29 percent) of FDLP
provided full access to the Basic Collection through
the OPAC. Seventy-four out of 140 (53 percent) of
FDLP libraries provided partial access to the Basic

Collection in the using research guides and eightynine out of 140 (64 percent) provided partial access
using the OPAC. Question four was answered by
adding the full and partial access to the Basic
Collection through research guides and adding full
and partial access to the Basic Collection through the
OPAC. Libraries providing full or partial access to
the Basic Collection through links in research guides
were 108 out of the 140 (77 percent). Libraries
providing full or partial access to the Basic
Collection through the Library’s OPAC on the
library’s website were 129 out of the 140 (92 percent)
as displayed in Table 12 and Figure 7.

Libraries providing access through OPAC to
FDLP Basic Collection

Libraries providing access to FDLP Basic
Collection through research guides

129 out of 140 (92%)

108 out of 140 (77%)

Table 12: Libraries providing access to Basic Collection through OPAC and research guides

140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0
full access

Reseach Guide

OPAC

34

40

partial access

74

89

Full AND Partial

108

129

Figure 7
DISCUSSION
This study investigated the legal compliance and
accessibility of a sample of academic library websites
participating in the FDLP using The Legal
Requirements & Program Regulations of the Federal
Depository Library Program (FDLP, 2018) and the
FDLP Libguide. Legal compliance was evaluated
based on identification as a participating library and
provision of access to the FDLP Basic Collection
through the website. This study found that 116 out of
140 (84 percent) libraries in the sample followed the
legal requirements regarding providing identification
as a participant. Thirty-four out of 140 (24 percent)
were in legal compliance by providing full access to
the Basic collection through research guides. Forty
out of 140 (29 percent) complied by providing full
access to the Basic Collection through the library's
OPAC. Most of the libraries (77 percent) provided
access to some items in the Basic Collection through
a research guide. Ninety-nine percent of the libraries
improved access by cataloging some of the items in
the Basic Collection to display in the OPAC. These
findings indicate that most FDLP academic libraries
in the sample strive to follow legal regulations and
make electronic resources accessible.
This study investigated a sample of academic library
websites for identification with the FDLP with a
pictorial logo, written statement, or both. The study
results indicate that 22 of the library websites in the
sample did not provide any form of identification as
being a participant of the FDLP. The pictorial logo is
available from the FDLP free of charge and easily
downloadable at

https://www.fdlp.gov/promotion/fdlp-digitalmarketing-toolkit-download. It is visually appealing
and instantly informs the library user that government
documents are available through the library. It is
recommended that the libraries without the pictorial
logo download it and add it to their website.
The literature describes the importance of websites to
display the OPAC on the homepage to increase
accessibility to library material. Ouellette (2011) and
Ugah (2008) state that library users desire to search
for resources with the least effort. The library website
that displays the search tool openly on the library
homepage will enhance accessibility and ease the
library users' search, find, and utilize of government
documents. This study searched for each library's
OPAC on the homepage of the website and found
that 115 out of 140 libraries (82 percent) displayed
the OPAC on their homepage. This percentage is
slightly higher than the results from Wilson's study
(2015), which had 17 out of 25 (71 percent).
Cataloging material has been proven to increase
accessibility to library resources. It is recommended
that all items in the Basic Collection be entered into
the catalog of FDLP academic libraries. The FDLP
provides a free service called The Cataloging Record
Distribution Program (CRDP) (FDLP, 2022a). The
CRDP provides bibliographic catalog records created
by the Government Publishing Office to FDLP
libraries without cost. The electronic records are
delivered monthly based on each library's FDLP
selection profile. FDLP libraries that use the CRDP
may receive all the bibliographic records for the
Basic Collection in one batch download. The CRDP

records for electronic resources contain a PURL in
the 856 MARC field. PURL is an acronym for
Persistent Uniform Resource Locator and is included
in bibliographic records for electronic government
documents. It is a stable URL that links to electronic
government information. Libraries that use CRDP
will enhance access to FDLP resources and enable
compliance with the Federal Depository Library
Program's Legal Requirements & Program
Regulations (FDLP, 2018).
The use of research guides on the websites in the
research sample was examined during this study.
Johnson's (2011) study reported the importance of
having government information available through a
research guide. Ghaphery and White's (2012) study
reported that 99 out of 99 academic libraries (100
percent) used research guides in all the libraries in
their study. Park (2019) reported that 84 percent of
general academic libraries had subject guides about
government information. This study reported lower
results than Ghaphery and White and the same
amount as Parks at 84 percent. Literature affirms the
effectiveness of using research guides with
government information. The FDLP has Libguides
that are free to download and use in libraries at
https://libguides.fdlp.gov/. One of the available
guides contains links to all items in the FDLP Basic
Collection (Appendix B.). It is recommended that the
81 libraries in the research sample of this study with
partial or no access to the Basic Collection through
Libguides download and use the FDLP Libguides.
Federal Depository Library Directory (FDLD) was
the intended source of library website addresses. The
FDLD gathers information from the input of each
FDLP Library Depository Coordinator. It is the
responsibility of each library depository coordinator
or contact person to keep their library's information
current in the directory. The data collection process
for the current study discovered that twenty-nine out
of the 140 academic library websites had incorrect
information published in the FDLD. It is
recommended that libraries participating in the FDLP
keep information current in the FDLD.
CONCLUSION
The Constitution guarantees the citizens of the United
States access to the documents it produces, and
libraries that participate in the Federal Depository

Library Program agree to be part of providing access
to government information. The United States
Government produces valuable information on a
broad number of subjects that can be used in
research. The increase in Government information in
electronic format exigencies FDLP libraries to make
government documents accessible through libraries'
websites. FDLP Libraries have an obligation to
patrons to provide the information they need and to
comply with The Legal Requirements and Program
Regulations of the Federal Depository Library
Program (2018). The current study results indicate
that most FDLP libraries provide access to
government information through their websites, but
improvements can be made. Future research that
could build upon and expand this study could be an
analysis to discover if a correlation exists between
FDLP identification displayed on the website and
usage of materials. That study could use circulation
statistics and PURL statistics. The FDLP provides a
PURL reporting tool that could be used in the study
(GODORT, 2022). A study to investigate the subjects
used in resource guides on government information
and how that information aids in university classes
could also be useful to assist FDLP libraries.
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Appendix D
Libraries providing full access to FDLP Basic Collection through research guides.
Large
Medium
Small
Marshall University
Mississippi State University
New Mexico State
University
North Carolina State
University
Rutgers University, Newark
University of Illinois,
Urbana-Champaign
University of Nevada, Reno

Benedictine College
Middlebury College
University of Guam

Bridgewater College
Norwich University
Saint Anselm College

Marietta College

Thomas More University
Valley City State
University
McDaniel College

University of New
Hampshire

University of Hawaii at
Hilo
Washington and Lee
University
University of Maryland,
Baltimore County
Whitman College
Valparaiso University
Minot State University

University of Rhode Island
University of Tennessee,
Knoxville
University of Vermont
Virginia Tech
Weber State University

Davis and Elkins College

Lincoln University
Pacific University
Rutgers University,
Camden
Otterbein University
Doane University
Rogers State University

Appendix E
Libraries providing access to all items in FDLP Basic Collection through OPAC
Large University
Medium
Small
Clemson University
Cornell University
Georgetown University
Kansas State University
New Mexico State University
North Carolina State
University
Oregon State University
Purdue University
Rutgers University, Newark
Saint Louis University
University of Alaska,
Fairbanks
University of California,
Berkeley
University of New Hampshire
University of Tennessee
University of Vermont
Virginia Tech

South Dakota State
University
Marietta College
Grinnell College
Rockhurst University
North Carolina A&T
State University
Reed College
College of Charleston
Morehead State
University
Drew University
Tufts university
University of Southern
California
University of Guam
Montana Tech
Washington and Lee
University
Whitman College
University of
Wisconsin-Superior

Rutgers University, Camden
University of Alaska, Southeast
Lake Superior State University
Otterbein University
Saint Anselm College

